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PER CURI AM

Sarah Arlene Wiitlock pled guilty to one count of stealing
froman authorized depository for mail on the prem ses of a United
States Post Ofice, in violation of 18 U S.C. § 1708 (1994).
Whitl ock was sentenced to fifteen nonths’ inprisonnent. The
district court ordered the sentence to run consecutively with an
undi scharged state sentence. Witlock’s attorney filed a brief in

accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating

there are no neritorious issues for appeal but raising as a
potential issue the district court’s failure to inpose a term of
i nprisonnment to run concurrently to the state sentence. Witlock
was informed of her right to file a pro se supplenental brief but
has not done so.

We find the district court did not err by inposing a sentence
to run consecutive to the state sentence. See 18 U S.C. § 3584(a)

(1994); United States v. Rogers, 897 F.2d 134, 137 (4th Cir. 1990).

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. We therefore
affirmWwitl ock’s conviction and sentence. W require that counsel
informher client, inwiting, of her right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
petition would be frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court

for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust



state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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